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started construction on any new nu-
clear plant in 30 years in the United 
States. 

The 104 we currently have in oper-
ation will begin to grow too old to op-
erate in 20 years. That is why I believe 
the United States should build 100 new 
nuclear plants in 20 years. All 40 Re-
publican Senators support that goal, 
and a number of Democratic Senators 
also are strong supporters of nuclear 
power. 

Building 100 plants in 20 years would 
bring our nuclear-produced electricity 
to more than 40 percent of our total 
generation and it would all be carbon 
free. Add another 10 percent for hydro-
electric dams—that is carbon free; 7 or 
8 percent for wind and solar, now about 
2.5 percent—that is carbon free; 25 per-
cent for natural gas—that is low car-
bon; and you begin to get a very clean 
and low-cost electricity policy. 

According to the National Academy 
of Sciences, construction costs for 100 
nuclear plants are about the same as 
they would be for 186,000 wind turbines. 
New reactors could be located mostly 
on sites with existing reactors. There 
would be little need for new trans-
mission lines. Taxpayer subsidies for 
nuclear would be one-tenth what tax-
payers would pay wind developers over 
10 years. And for so-called green jobs, 
building 100 nuclear plants would pro-
vide 4 times as many construction jobs 
as building 186,000 wind turbines. And, 
of course, nuclear is a base load source 
of power operating 90 percent of the 
time—the kind of reliable power a 
country like the United States, which 
uses 25 percent of the energy in the 
world, must have. Wind and solar are 
useful supplements, but they are only 
available, on average, about one-third 
of the time, and they can’t be stored in 
large amounts. 

What about the lingering fears of nu-
clear? Well, the Obama administration 
Energy Secretary, Dr. Steven Chu, the 
Nobel Prize-winning physicist, says nu-
clear plants are safe and he wouldn’t 
mind living near one. That view is 
echoed by thousands of U.S. Navy per-
sonnel who have lived literally on top 
of nuclear reactors in submarines and 
Navy ships for more than 50 years with-
out incident. The Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission agrees, and its pains-
taking supervision and application 
process is intended to do everything 
humanly possible to keep our commer-
cial fleet of reactors safe. 

On the issue of waste, Dr. CHU says 
there is a two-step solution. Step 1 is, 
store the spent nuclear fuel on site for 
40 to 60 years. The Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission agrees this can be done 
safely, maybe for 100 years. Step 2 is 
research and development, to find the 
best way to recycle fuel so that its 
mass is reduced by 97 percent, pure plu-
tonium is never created, and the waste 
is only radioactive for 300 years instead 
of 1 million years. That kind of recy-
cling would take care of both the waste 
and the third fear of nuclear power— 
the threat that other countries might 

somehow use plutonium to build a 
bomb. 

One could argue that because the 
United States failed to lead in devel-
oping the safe use of nuclear tech-
nology for the last 30 years, we may 
have made it easier for North Korea 
and Pakistan to steal or buy nuclear 
secrets from rogue countries. 

I concluded with this prediction: 
Taking into account these energy 
sprawl concerns, I believe the best way 
to reach the necessary carbon reduc-
tion goals for climate change, with the 
least damage to our environment and 
to our economy, will prove to be, No. 1, 
building 100 new nuclear plants in 20 
years; No. 2, electrifying half the cars 
and trucks in 20 years—we probably 
have enough unused electricity to plug 
these vehicles in at night without 
building one new power plant—and No. 
3, putting solar panels on rooftops. To 
make this happen, the government 
should launch mini-Manhattan 
Projects, like the one we had in World 
War II, for recycling used nuclear fuel, 
for better batteries, for electric vehi-
cles, to make solar panels cost com-
petitive, and, in addition, to recapture 
carbon from coal plants. This plan I 
have just described should produce the 
largest amount of electricity with the 
smallest amount of carbon at the low-
est possible cost, thereby avoiding the 
pain and suffering that comes when 
high-cost energy pushes jobs overseas 
and makes it hard for low-income 
Americans to afford their heating and 
cooling bills. 

My fellow Tennessean Al Gore won a 
Nobel Prize for arguing that global 
warming is the inconvenient problem. 
For those who believe he is right—and 
if you are also concerned about energy 
sprawl—then I would suggest nuclear 
power is the inconvenient solution. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

AUTHORITY TO SIGN DULY EN-
ROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO-
LUTIONS 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the majority 
leader be authorized to sign any duly 
enrolled bills and joint resolutions dur-
ing today’s session, Monday, October 5. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

FREEDOM TO TRAVEL 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, last 
Friday the New York Times had an ar-
ticle which caught my eye, and the 

headline was the following: ‘‘October 
New York Philharmonic Trip to Cuba 
is Off.’’ I want to talk for a moment 
about this. I was extraordinarily dis-
appointed to read this because this is 
an issue of the freedom to travel by the 
American people, specifically, the free-
dom to travel to Cuba. 

This country has had an embargo 
against the country of Cuba for a long 
while. Cuba is a Communist country. 
Fidel Castro has poked his finger in the 
eye of America for a long time, so we 
have had an embargo for a long time. 
Part of the way to injure the Castro re-
gime, presumably, as a part of this em-
bargo is to prevent the American peo-
ple from traveling to Cuba. The Amer-
ican people can travel to Communist 
China, to Communist Vietnam, to 
North Korea, but the American people 
are considered taking a criminal act if 
they travel to Cuba. There are some ex-
ceptions; the U.S. Treasury Depart-
ment gives licenses to travel for cer-
tain kinds of educational and cultural 
things, and for trade. 

So the New York Philharmonic or-
chestra was going to Cuba, but had to 
cancel the trip. Daniel Wakin wrote 
about it in the New York Times last 
Friday October 1, 2009. The reason I 
wanted to mention this is because it is 
almost unbelievable what we are still 
doing with respect to our travel policy 
with Cuba. 

Senator ENZI and I have a piece of 
legislation that removes all travel re-
strictions with respect to travel to 
Cuba. We have over 30 Senators who 
are cosponsors of that legislation, but 
while we are waiting to pass our legis-
lation, we are going through this non-
sense of having the Federal Govern-
ment and the Treasury Department 
tell us who can and who cannot travel, 
restricting the liberty and the freedom 
of the American people. It is out-
rageous, in my judgment. 

Trips like the one the New York 
Philharmonic planned to Havana are 
not unusual. These kinds of trips hap-
pen all of the time. In 1959, at the 
height of the Cold War with the Soviet 
Union, the New York Philharmonic 
played in Moscow. It is a reasonably 
good thing, in my judgment, to be able 
to extend our culture and the hand of 
friendship through music. 

One of the reasons I was especially 
interested in this is that the New York 
Philharmonic visited North Korea last 
year, and I asked conductor Loren 
Maazel and Zarin Mehta, President of 
the Philharmonic’s board, to come and 
speak to our caucus. They described to 
us their performances in North Korea. 
They said the applause went on and on, 
even after they left the stage. What a 
great way to exchange with another 
country, to extend cultural enlighten-
ment and to share with other coun-
tries. Again, the New York Phil-
harmonic orchestra played in North 
Korea last year, but cannot play in 
Cuba without a special license. 

The New York Philharmonic is going 
to Communist Vietnam this month. 
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Yes, it is a Communist country. So, 
too, is North Korea, as is China, as is 
Russia. But the New York Phil-
harmonic orchestra has no difficulty 
being able to play music in those coun-
tries because there are no travel re-
strictions with respect to those coun-
tries. 

Let me describe, if I might, the ab-
surdity of all of this. The Office of For-
eign Assets Control is a little agency in 
the Treasury Department that is in 
charge of granting licenses that, under 
certain conditions, will allow you to 
travel to Cuba. The license they de-
cided to allow the New York Phil-
harmonic to go to Cuba and play their 
music did not include allowing the ben-
efactors of the Philharmonic to travel 
with them and the Philharmonic de-
cided that was unacceptable. Frankly, 
I understand why it is unacceptable for 
them. That doesn’t make any sense to 
me. 

The OFAC regulations says 
Unless otherwise authorized, any person 

subject to U.S. jurisdiction who engages in 
any travel-related transaction in Cuba vio-
lates the regulations. 

That is unbelievable to me. That has 
been around, I think, for 40 years, 50 
years. 

Let me give examples of some people 
who have traveled to Cuba who our 
Federal Government has chased and 
harassed. By the way, this little agen-
cy called OFAC, somewhere in the bow-
els of the U.S. Treasury Department, 
the Office of Foreign Assets Control, is 
supposed to be tracking terrorist 
money, protecting us from terrorists. 
Instead they have been busy chasing 
people who go to Cuba. In the previous 
administration, up to a quarter of their 
time was spent trying to track Ameri-
cans who were under suspicion of tak-
ing a vacation in Cuba. It is pretty ab-
surd, it seems to me. 

This is Joan Slote. She was a senior 
citizen and bicyclist who was fined 
$7,630. Do you know why? Because she 
joined a Canadian bicycling group that 
took a bicycle tour of Cuba and, as a 
result of that, her government—under 
the previous administration—tracked 
her down, threatened to attach her So-
cial Security checks, and fined her 
$7,630 for riding a bicycle in Cuba. 

Here is a picture of a woman I have 
met named Joni Scott. Joni Scott’s 
transgression? She is a very religious 
woman, a devout Christian. She went 
to Cuba to hand out free Bibles on the 
streets of Cuba and her government 
tried to track her down and fine her 
$10,000 for handing out free Bibles on 
the streets of Cuba because she vio-
lated the travel ban. The travel ban, 
that means restricting the liberty of 
the American people. We do not ban 
travel to other countries. We do not do 
it for communist China, for communist 
Russia, communist Vietnam—just for 
Cuba. 

This is SGT Carlos Lazo. A number of 
years ago, Carlos Lazo went and fought 
in the country of Iraq, wearing Amer-
ica’s uniform. He is a Cuban-American. 

He was in Iraq as a fighting soldier for 
this country. He won the Bronze Star 
for gallantry. He had two children in 
Cuba, one of whom was sick, and his 
government that he fought for and won 
the Bronze Star for, told him he was 
not able to travel to Cuba to see his 
own sick child. Hat shows how unbe-
lievably wrong this policy is. 

Let me describe what the policy is 
about traveling to other countries. The 
rules say: 

All transactions ordinarily incident to 
travel to or from Iran . . . are permitted. 

If you want to go to Iran, no problem; 
that is not an issue. You are welcome 
to go to Iran. 

If you want to see Kim Jong-il in 
North Korea, it is not a problem. The 
rules say: 

U.S. passports are valid for travel in North 
Korea and individuals do not need U.S. Gov-
ernment permission to travel there. 

Here are the 10 Presidents we have 
had since we decided to punish the 
American people with a travel ban to 
Cuba—10 Presidents. You talk about 
failure—it is one thing just to fail; it is 
another thing to insist that failure is a 
good thing for 50 years. This Govern-
ment of Cuba has lasted through 10 
Presidents. What we have decided to do 
is, over all these years, to ban travel to 
Cuba by the American people. 

You can go to Cuba in certain capac-
ities. You can go in certain educational 
capacities, or cultural capacities, pro-
vided you get a license. I have been to 
Cuba. I have been to Havana. I have 
visited with government officials, I vis-
ited with all the dissidents in Cuba. 
Many of my colleagues here in Con-
gress have undoubtedly traveled to 
Cuba. But we have a licensing require-
ment with respect to travel to Cuba. 

We also had this trade embargo for 
all of these years. I was one who, some 
years ago, lifted that embargo slightly 
to be able to sell food and medicine 
into Cuba. I think it is fundamentally 
immoral to use food as a weapon. We 
had an embargo against selling food to 
Cuba. The Europeans were selling into 
Cuba, the Canadians were selling into 
Cuba; the American farmers were told 
you can’t sell food into Cuba. As a re-
sult of my amendment, the amendment 
I offered with then Senator Ashcroft, 
that amendment opened just a bit the 
sale of food into Cuba and allowed med-
icine to go into Cuba as well, but that 
is the only thing that has happened in 
all of these years. 

Senator ENZI and I have offered a bi-
partisan piece of legislation that would 
allow travel, allow the American peo-
ple the freedom to travel in Cuba. 

My colleagues in this Chamber talk a 
lot about freedom. What about the 
freedom of the American people to 
travel? Why is it we have decided to 
punish the Cuban regime by restricting 
Americans’ freedoms? 

I come back to the basic proposition. 
That is, one of the great music groups 
in the world, the New York Phil-
harmonic, which has played in North 
Korea, in Russia, and is about to play 

in Vietnam, is told: Here are the cir-
cumstances and conditions in which 
you can play in Cuba. By the way, they 
are onerous. The New York Phil-
harmonic found those circumstances 
and conditions unacceptable and I un-
derstand why. 

I am writing to the Office of Assets 
Control to see if we could not get them 
to think straight a bit. It makes no 
sense at all to decide that this kind of 
exchange is unworthy. Does anybody 
really think that having the New York 
Philharmonic play beautiful music in 
the city of Havana, in the country of 
Cuba, is in any way going to threaten 
anybody? Wouldn’t it perhaps do at 
least what it did for those who were 
able to experience that wonderful 
music in North Korea? I saw the photo-
graphs, I saw the video. I believe ‘‘60 
Minutes’’ did a piece on it, that showed 
how unbelievably they were responded 
to by the North Korean people who 
heard them, who listened to the New 
York Philharmonic. Wouldn’t that be 
the same with respect to Cuba? 

Why on Earth should our government 
be interpreting this travel restriction 
in the way that is designed to try to re-
strict rather than expand these oppor-
tunities? I have seen how OFAC, over 
these years, tries to find ways to tight-
en, find ways to create opportunity to 
restrict travel. That makes no sense to 
me at all. 

When I read this, this weekend, I 
thought what on Earth could they be 
thinking of? Where is the deep res-
ervoir of common sense that you 
should expect from people who are con-
fronted with this issue? When con-
fronted with the issue of granting a li-
cense to the New York Philharmonic 
Orchestra to represent our country in 
doing concerts in Havana, why should 
OFAC be trying to find ways to make 
that too restrictive for the Phil-
harmonic and its benefactors to travel 
to Cuba and do what they had intended 
to do? 

This kind of opportunity to connect 
with other countries has a long his-
tory. I showed a picture of the New 
York Philharmonic, conducted by 
Leonard Bernstein, performing in the 
Great Hall in the Moscow Conserv-
atory. Let me show that again. It 
raises the question about common 
sense. If we are able, in 1959, with all of 
the tensions with Moscow and the So-
viet Union at that point, and we sent 
our New York Philharmonic Orchestra 
in an exchange and Leonard Bernstein 
conducted, and they, too, were greeted 
with long, sustained applause because 
people were so appreciative of them 
being in Moscow; if that has been the 
case—and it has been in every cir-
cumstance and last year especially it 
was with respect to the appearance in 
North Korea—if that is the case, why 
on Earth would our Government do 
anything other than encourage the 
New York Philharmonic to do the con-
cert in Havana, instead of discourage 
it, instead of finding ways to tighten 
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this down so the New York Phil-
harmonic and their benefactors had de-
cided they simply couldn’t go under 
those conditions? 

Common sense ought to apply on this 
issue of the liberty and the freedom of 
the American people to travel. There 
ought not be travel restrictions to 
Cuba at all. They ought to be gone and 
we ought to pass the Dorgan-Enzi bill 
that strikes the travel restrictions 
with respect to Cuba. We have not yet 
found a way to get it to the floor. When 
we do, I guarantee we will have suffi-
cient votes on the floor of the Senate 
to offer the American people the free-
dom they should have had in the last 50 
or 60 years, and that is freedom to trav-
el. In this case that freedom has been 
taken from them and it is outrageous. 

I mentioned Joan Slote. When I be-
came involved in this issue of what this 
embargo costs our country, I was furi-
ous to find an elderly woman riding a 
bicycle in Cuba and then fined $7,300 by 
her government. 

By the way, when she came back, her 
son had brain cancer so she wasn’t 
home, she was attending to her son 
who had brain cancer down in Cali-
fornia, and she didn’t get the mailing 
to her house and then they threatened 
to take her Social Security away. 
Why? Because she was suspected of va-
cationing in Cuba, riding a bicycle with 
a Canadian bicycle group. 

All of this I think is nuts and I hope 
at some point the New York Phil-
harmonic will be given the license, 
with their benefactors, to go down and 
do the concert in Havana, Cuba; do the 
concert there. In the meantime, I hope 
the Office of Foreign Asset Control will 
take a look at this and make a new de-
cision. They have the right to make a 
better decision. In my judgment they 
didn’t make the right decision here. I 
hope they overturn that decision. I 
have written them a letter today ask-
ing them to do that. Let’s use a little 
common sense here. 

Following that, I hope Senator ENZI 
and I will get our legislation on the 
floor of the Senate and remove the 
travel restrictions that now impede the 
freedom of the American people to 
travel to Cuba. 

The country of Cuba has been a thorn 
in our side for a long time; I under-
stand that. But attempting to punish 
the leaders of Cuba by punishing the 
American people makes no sense at all. 
That is exactly what has happened 
since the early 1960s. My hope is that 
some day, despite the news last Friday 
that the New York Philharmonic has 
canceled this trip—my hope is some 
day very soon we will have a policy 
that doesn’t have anybody canceling 
trips because they didn’t get their li-
cense to travel. My hope is anybody 
can travel anywhere, representing the 
best of this country. 

The New York Philharmonic is a 
wonderful cultural ambassador—to the 
Soviet Union, and North Korea, and 
Vietnam, all communist countries— 
and it can also be with Cuba. I hope 
that will happen soon. 

I yield the floor and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FRANKEN). The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to discuss the 2010 Defense ap-
propriations bill and the three amend-
ments that will be called up tomorrow 
on C–17s, for-profit earmark competi-
tion, and a particularly egregious ear-
mark on hypersonic wind tunnel devel-
opment. 

Tomorrow the Senate will resume 
consideration of the 2010 Department of 
Defense Appropriations Act. This 
must-pass bill provides $626 billion for 
the day-to-day operations of our mili-
tary, including the critical resources 
that support our commanders as they 
lead operations in Afghanistan and 
Iraq. 

The bill also contains billions of dol-
lars in wasteful spending, including $2.7 
billion in Member-requested earmarks 
and billions of dollars in unrequested 
weapons systems, which is where you 
will find $2.5 billion for the C–17 cargo 
aircraft. In order to stuff these pro-
grams into the bill that the Pentagon 
did not request and does not want, and 
to enable Members to continue in their 
porkbarreling ways, the appropriators 
cut over $3 billion in the military serv-
ice operation and maintenance ac-
count. 

This account is the lifeblood of our 
military forces. The account provides 
the military with funds to carry out 
day-to-day activities, such as the re-
cruitment and fielding of a trained and 
ready force, all military training, exer-
cises, food, weapons, spare parts, equip-
ment repair, ship overhauls, transpor-
tation services, civilian personnel man-
agement and pay, and childcare and 
family centers. 

At a time when stress on our force 
and their families is significant, we are 
cutting funds from this account to put 
into this bill unwanted C–17s and Mem-
bers’ pork projects. There were plenty 
of lobbyists around for the C–17s last 
week. They were here in abundance. 
There are others who are seeking these 
porkbarrel projects. 

Unfortunately, there are no lobbyists 
for the men and women serving in the 
military. There are no lobbyists to pro-
vide them with the much-needed funds 
in order to conduct the training and 
the operation and the maintenance and 
the repair of the equipment and their 
pay and all of the things that are so 

vital to maintaining our great military 
of today. 

There are no lobbyists for them. So 
let’s cut $3 billion out of their training, 
out of their exercises, out of their 
weapons and spare parts and equipment 
repairs, ship overhauls, civilian per-
sonnel management and pay, childcare 
and family centers. Cut all of that out 
and put in $2.5 billion for a C–17 that 
the military neither needs nor wants. 

Just last month, the President spoke 
in Phoenix, AZ, to the Veterans of For-
eign Wars. In that speech, the Presi-
dent’s words were quite compelling 
about waste and porkbarrel spending in 
Defense bills. In that speech the Presi-
dent promised an end ‘‘to special inter-
ests and their exotic projects’’ and re-
affirmed that he was leading the 
charge to kill off programs such as the 
F–22, the second engine for the Joint 
Strike Fighter, and the outrageously 
expensive Presidential helicopter. 

The President went on to say: 
If a project does not support our troops, we 

will not fund it. If a system does not perform 
well, we will terminate it. And if Congress 
sends me a bill loaded with that kind of 
waste, I will veto it. 

Well, we will now see if the President 
is willing to follow through on that 
bold declaration. On April 6, 2009, Sec-
retary Gates personally issued his 
highly touted statement on the 2010 de-
fense budget. In that statement, he rec-
ommended, among other things, ending 
production of the F–22, terminating the 
Presidential helicopter, and com-
pleting production of the C–17 cargo 
aircraft. Secretary Gates said with the 
205 C–17s already in the force and cur-
rently on order, the Department’s anal-
ysis was that the military had enough 
C–17s. 

While we may have won a small vic-
tory against the defense industrial 
complex in July, when the Senate 
voted 58 to 40 to kill the F–22, it ap-
pears the administration has thrown in 
the towel on reining in spending on the 
C–17. In May, the House appropriators 
added eight C–17s into the 2009 supple-
mental appropriations bill at a cost of 
$2.2 billion. The Pentagon did not even 
blink. In July, the House appropriators 
again added three more C–17s to the 
2010 Defense appropriations bill, and 
with the White House apparently hav-
ing given up on any kind of fight with 
Congress on the C–17, and believing 
they had a green light, the Senate ap-
propriators upped the number of C–17s 
to 10 aircraft, $2.5 billion. 

Beneath the President’s Phoenix 
rhetoric and with $2.5 billion in 
unrequested C–17s, $2.7 billion in mem-
ber earmarks and a significant cut in 
operation and maintenance funding, 
one would have expected the President 
and Secretary Gates to be outraged. 
However, we have heard barely a word 
of opposition from them. Although the 
Statement of Administration Policy 
raised opposition to the additional C– 
17s and the cuts to operation and main-
tenance funding, it appears the Presi-
dent is not getting out his veto pen to 
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